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Abstract

Background: An organization has to keep up with ongoing charigeorder to survive and evolve. Resistance
coming from employees is considered to be one@fjtikatest obstacles for a successful change naeageA
tool able to measure the characteristic of resigtaran act as a catalyst for the implementatiomenf
conditions. The Resistance to Change (RTC) Scalebeasuch an instrument, as it can evaluate whdtmig
resist a change and for what reasons.

Objective: The study aimed to examine the validity and rédlitgiof the Resistance to Change (RTC) Scale for
assessing resistance to change within a Greekxtonte

Methodology: Data were collected from 600 under- and post-gaedistudents of three different Greek
Institutions. The convergent validity of the scalas examined with a battery of self-reported, \akd into
Greek language, questionnaires: the Self-EsteemS)SEhe General Self-Efficacy (GSES), the
Multidimensional Locus of Control (IPC LOC), andetlinternational Personality Item Pool (IPIP). Intr
consistency and construct validity were also exachin

Results: Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for the overall scae well as for the four factors respectively, aver
found satisfactory. Factor analysis verified thalss initial structure of the four factors, eadflecting a
subscale (Routine seeking, Emotional reaction, talkeom focus, Cognitive rigidity), and that of tfiest-order
factors loading into a second-order one, and coewbiforming a composite RTC score. The interclass
correlations showed statistically significant résul

Conclusions: This study assessed the psychometric propertiéiseoGreek version of the RTC scale. Overall,
results indicate that the Greek version of the RSE@le is a valid and reliable tool for assessirgtthit of
resistance to change in the Greek population.

Key words: change management, dispositional resistance to gehatrait, cross-cultural validation,
psychometrics

Introduction many cases, the resistance that employees raise
Today’'s era is characterized by a ceaseleggamSt thﬁ upcoming chan?ei IS amopgltPe main
. : -[éasons that organizational changes fail (Kotter,

alteration of circumstances, a fact that i . .
995; Georgalis et al.,, 2014). Resistance to

inevitably linked to the notion of change. ange can cause a areat deal of damage to an
Concepts such as survival, development, an%‘ g. o 9 ) _g
anization's plans, let alone considering that

T . r
success of goals for organizations are mseparat%g% of the intended changes usually fail (Beer &

to the phenomenon of change (Kotter ﬁ\‘ : ) i .
Schlesinger, 1979: Beer & Nohria, 2000). | ohria, 2000; Kotter, 2008; Georgalis et al.,
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2014). Therefore, an effective changThe RTC scale contains of 17 items which are
management is considered essential. divided into four subscales, four independent but
The resistance could reasonably be expectedrelated factors; routine seeking: the degree to
be in a direct proportion to the difficulty andwhich people tend to enjoy their routine and
innovation of a change. Nevertheless, this is fremain attached to it; emotional reaction:
from the truth. Actually, change has both feelings, such as anxiety and discomfort,
technical and a social side. The technical relatprovoked by the imposed change; short-term
to procedures. The social refers to personfocus: the degree to which people tend to be
relationships and how they are formed. Thindifferent for the long-term benefits of change
variable that determines resistance the most is 1and instead focus only on the short-term ones;
social one (Lawrence, 1969). To this day, there cognitive rigidity: finding difficult in general to
no explicit perception of the phenomenon cconsider another point of view; represents the
resistance to change. According to somextend of closed-mind and stubbornne¥he
resistance is the fear of losing teéatus quo scale provides four subscale scores in addition to
(Kotter & Schlesinger, 1979); for some, it is tan overall score, which evaluates the
reaction of dissatisfaction towards administratiodispositional resistance to change. Later on, the
(Folger & Skarlicki, 1999) or the force thattheory was further refined in studies (Oreg, 2006;
brings balance (Dent & Goldberg, 1999); whillvan Dam, Oreg & Schyns, 2008; Lamm &
to others, it is the result of a lack of participat Gordon, 2010; Michel, Todnem By & Burnes,
(Lines, 2004). 2013) supporting resistance to change being an
Background "alloy". In this case, researchers demonstrated
) ] that resistance is associated with individuals’
Resistance to change has been defined as gjferent perspective along with  specific
tridimensional ~ (negative) attitude toward:cgongitions at time. What is more, resistance to
change, \_N_hlch includes affective, behawourachange is a global phenomenon and as such it is
and cognitive components” (Oreg, 2006, p. 74|qgjcal to be influenced by cultural features. Due
Before Oreg, researchers claimed that resistaryg this, Oreg with co-researchers from seventeen
was an attitude, an occasional phenomenon,coyntries (Oreg et al., 2008) confirmed the cross-
mixture of opinions and feelings (Coch &pgational validity of the scale. Noteworthy, the
French, 1948; Lawrence, 1969; Miller, JOhNSORTC scale has been used as a reliable research
& Grau, 1994; Dent & Goldberg, 1999;i50] in studies of various scientific disciplines,
Armenakis & Bedelan,_1999; Ford, Ford &e.g. military  (Campbell, 2006), school
McNamara, 2002). At time, scholars used tenyironments (Oreg & Berson, 2009; Battistelli,
study resistance within the meaning of othépjontani &  Odoardi, 2013), healthcare
traits, within the context of measures deSign‘(CarIstrdm & Ekman, 2012: Johansson et al.,
for other purposes; e.g. the need for achievem62014), sales profession (Mulki et al., 2012),

(Miller, Johnson & Grau, 1994). Therefore yjgital technologies (Nov & Ye, 2008), education
resistance was studied indirectly. Contempora pg|q; & Gunaru, 2017).

studies (Piderit,2000; Bovey & Hede, 2001;
Stanley, Meyer & Topolnytsky, 2005; Oreg efAim of the study

al., 2009; Lamm & Gordon, 2010; Thomas &Resistance to change is a global phenomenon,
Hardy, 2011; Georgalis et al., 2014jidress and as such it is only reasonable to be influenced
resistance to change as a concept py cultural elements. The RTC scale has been
multidimensional human behavior. Based opjlot studied in Greek before (Oreg et al., 2008).
Piderit's theory of resistance to organisationaNonethe|ess’ the authors themselves are
change being a three-dimensional ambivaleencouraging for a continuous assessment. This
attitude, Oreg developed and validatée yrge was the initial stimulus for this study. In
Resistance to Change (RTC) Scale; a ScCéjiterature two more relevant studies can be found;
“designed to tap an individual's tendency tigne regarding a Spanish contgRtciniega &

resist or avoid making changes, to devallGonzalez, 2009) and one regarding a post-Soviet
change generally, and to find change aversigne (Stewart et al., 2009).

across diverse contexts and types of chang _ 1
(Oreg, 2003, p. 680). Additionally, Oreg showe The continuous assessment of a scale’s

(2003, p. 683) that RTC has a dispositionapsyChometriC properties is an argument that
character. comes in line with the "Standards for
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Educational and Psychological Testing" of théranslated into Greek from Professor M. Vakola
American Educational Research Associatioduring a study of measurement equivalence
(APA, AERA, NCME, 2014). These standardsonducted across 17 nations (Oreg et al. 2008).
highlight that validity and reliability are The Self-Esteem Scale (RSES; Rosenberg, 1965)
evidences supporting the interpretation and useas used to evaluate general feelings of self-
of test scores, and have to be provided for eaelsceptance and self-worth, as it is considered to
intended use. What is more, equivalence acrose one of the most well-validated measures of
culture cannot be taken for granted, as societigikbal self-esteem. It is a one-dimensioned tool,
evolve and mutate. Therefore, reactions magonsisted of ten closed-ended questions, five
change over the years. In fact, economic crisgositive and five negative classified statements.
affecting Greek territory over the last year®articipants answer through a 4-point Likert
resulted in tremendous changes whiclscale ranging from 1 (strongly agree) to 4
eventually, brought forward new economic angstrongly disagree). The questionnaire has been
social conditions. translated into several languages. Greek
As Streiner, Norman and Cairney staté/a“.datlon (Galgnqg et al., .2.014) §howed
espectively (2015, p. 237) the cross-culurg2I=1C0 SISy a6 vy, Wi e
validation is an ongoing process which many Jerusalem 1995)ywe assessed fhe erceived
types of evidence can be brought to bear. Simp§ if-off b the individual hi i GSpES .

put, a questionnaire can hardly be validated on g crncacy by the individual himsett. 'S a
ne-dimensioned tool consisted of ten closed-

and for all. In alliance with all those mentione ded questions. answered with a 4-point Likert
above, the aim of the present study was to furthel que ’ P
scale ranging from 1 (not at all true) to 4 (exactl

examine the validity and reliability of the RTCtrue) The bsvchometric properties of the scale

scale score in a present-day Greek sample. ' pSy . prop ; ) .
have been tested in 33 countries, including

M ethodol ogy Greece (Glynou, Schwarzer & Jerusalem, 1994).

; - Thi ; . The Multidimensional Locus of Control IPC
Design and sample: This study investigates theScale (IPC LOC Scale: Levenson, 1973) is

psychometric properties of the RTC scale

Therefore, a series of well-established tra}'omposed of 24 items forming three subscales

variables (i.e. self-esteem, self-efficacy, locifis nternal, querful others and Chance). The
cale examines the extent to which someone

control, big-five personality characteristics) were™*. N .
g P y ) Eelleves that his life is controlled by himself or

selected in order to be examined in relation t . .
resistance to change, as theory (Oreg, 200 an external factor. Participants declare their
i ' inion through a 6-point Likert scale ranging

conceptualizes resistance to change bei

positive correlated with conservative values an m -3 (strongly disagree) to +3 (strongly
negative correlated with openness values. g\gree). The scale has been translated and found

cross-sectional and correlational study War,bellable in many countries. The psychometric

conducted in a sample consisted of 600 und roperties of the Greek versiofKourmousi,

; - hali & Koutras, 2015) were found
and post-graduate students, studying in t yt - .
Universities and one Technological InstitutesaF'SfaCtory' The Big Five traits were assessed

located in Greece. The sample selectio sing the International Personality Item Pool

procedure chosen was convenience samplin '.D.IP; Goldberg et _al., 2006). The _Greek
Data were collected from May to July 2017. Th lidated spal(aYpofanU etal., 2015) consists of
guestionnaires were distributed to the students g N quest_lons and evaluatez f'VebI factors
the main investigator and finally 520 fully xiraversion, greeableness,

completed questionnaires were returned to h I?r}ls0|(§nt|Aousness, Emotl?hnal h stgblht.y,t
(response rate = 86.7%). ntellect). Answers are given through a 5-poin

Likert scale ranging from 1 (disagree) to 5
Measures. The Resistance to Change Scalgagree). Each factor may receive positive or
(RTC; Oreg, 2003) is an anonymous, selfnegative score at the end. Control varialVese
administered scale consisted of 17 closed-endadsessed with questions about demographic,
questions and four subscales (Routine seekingpographic, work, and educational data that
Emotional reaction, Short-term focus, Cognitivavere requested. All internal consistencies of the
rigidity). Participants respond through a 6-poingcales assessed are presented in Table 2.

Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to

6 (strongly agree). The gquestionnaire has been
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Research ethicss The present study wasscales, i.e. the RTC scale with SES, GSES, IPC
conducted in accordance with an approvedOC and IPIP respectively.
research protocol by the University, did nohesults
violate in any way any human rights and did not
interfere with ethical issues. All the regulationg’7.4% of the sample were female. Participants’
for research have been respected. A permissiage ranged from 19 to 57 years (M= 24.56,
was granted from each Institutions’ EthicsSD=7.37). The majority (72.7%) were studying
Committee. All participants provided writtenNursing.  Demographic  and  professional
informed consent prior to their participation.characteristics of the participants are thoroughly
There were no potential risks for the participantgresented in Table 1. The sample was considered
The Institutions were not burdened financiallysufficient for analyzing main components. The
Questionnaires were completed individuallyKMO measure applied resulted in the value of
anonymously and voluntarily. All responses were83, indicating that the collected data were
kept confidential. suitable for further analysis. The anti-image
- . : correlation table presented main diagonal values
Statistical analysis: Using IBM SPSS 22 and from .66 to .92, thus also considered satisfactory.

AMOS 20 a series of factor analyses Werk addition, Bartlett's test was statistically

conducted in order to assess the construr{ - _ i
validity of the instrument. Exploratory factor ignificant (2444.75, df=136, p<.001); therefore,

analysis (EFA) was used to identf thethe relationship between criteria showed a
ysis . htty difference from randomness. The conducted EFA
underlying interdependence relationships amo

. . {promax rotation) showed a factor structure with
measured variables, i.e. factors. In order to yeri

: ) our principal dimensions (eigenvalues >1; 4.41,
some assumptions, sample’'s adequacy w.

, . . 3.338, 1.49, 1.19), confirming the original scale.
checked with Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin - (KMO) he extraction of four factors is also confirmed
measure of samplln_g at_jequacy as well as WL, the point at which the curve's inclination
the values of the main diagonal of the antl-lmag?{anges to the scree plot, as presented in Figure

correla’;ioq matrix. Whether the relationships o . The four factors accounted for 55.69% of total
the criteria differed from randomness Wa?/ariance explained.

examined with Bartlett’'s globality test.
According to theory (Oreg, 2003), the scaldhe  conducted CFA  followed  the
consists of four factors which form parts of amecommendation: y’/df<3 (Bollen, 1989);
overall score; therefore, provides a total RTCF>0.90 (Kline, 2010) or CFl between ranges
score as well as four subscale scores. On th80-.95 (Bentler, 1990), which is also considered
ground, a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA)pcceptable; GB0.90, RMSEA.08, PNFI>.50,
using maximum likelihood (ML) estimation PCFI>.50 (Meyers, Gamst & Guarino, 2006).
procedures was initially computed, in order td’he results showed that the four-factors scale
test a model of four first-order factors.model presented very good fity>=335.56,
Subsequently, another CFA followed in order tp<.001, df=113y%df=2.97, RMSEA=.062 (90%
test a model of the four first-order factors loadinCl of RMSEA=.054-.069), GFI=.93, CFI=.91,
on a second-order factor. The emerged moddkl=.91, SRMR=.057, PNFI=.72, PCFI=.75.
were examined with multiple goodness-of-fitStandardized regression weights ranged from
indexes, including the absolute and relative fi®.44 to 0.87 as shown in Figure 2. The generally
indexes of good adaptation, as well as thaccepted loadings threshold is set at 0.40 (Hu &
parsimonious indices. (Harrington, 2009Bentler; 1999). Correlations between factors
Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). The reliability of thevaried from 0.13 to 0.67.

factors as well as of the model as a whole, iRnoiher conducted CFA confirmed the second-
terms of |r,1ternal con3|stency,. was eva!uatepl Witkder scale, i.e. a model of the four first-order
Cronbaghs alphg coefficient, .'tem"temfactors loading on a second-order fac;é:z.342,
correlations and item-total correlations. They_ ;g p<.001;%/df=2.97, RMSEA=.062, (90%
extent to which responses on the instumel, ¢ pyvsEA= 054-069), GFI=.93, CFI=.90,
exhibit a strong relatlonshlp W'.th réSponses Off|- 9o, SRMR=.059. Each of the first order
conceptually similar tests or instruments, & ctors showed a high correlation with the

convergent validity (APA Dictionary of second-order factor ranai

) - ging from 0.69 to 0.91, as
Psychology, 2007), was tested by CalCUIamnghown in Figure 3, except for the cognitive
Pearson’s correlations coefficients betweeﬂgidity factor ’

www.internationaljournalofcaringsciences.org



International Journal of Caring Sciences January — April 2020 Volume 13due 1| Page 298

Figure 1. Screeplot of eigenvalues from the exploratory factor analysis
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Table 1. Demographic and professional characteristics @stimple

CHARACTERISTIC f %
q Men 117 22.6
Gender Women 400 77.4
18-23 358 70.6
24-29 67 13.2
Age (years) 30-35 22 4.3
36-41 15 3.0
>42 26 5.1
i Rural 143 27.8
Residence Urban 372 72.2
Unmarried 431 84.2
Marital status Marrie(_j 43 8.4
Cohabited 32 6.3
Divorced 6 1.2
0 425 89.5
1 5 11
Children 2 34 7.2
3 7 15
>4 4 0.8
Employees in public sector 73 16.1
Employment Employees in private sector 65 14.3
status Self-employed 18 4.0
Unemployed 297 65.6
University 281 65.7
. Technological Institute 85 19.9
Level of studies Postgraduate (MSc) 60 14
Doctoral degree (PhD) 2 0.5
Nursing, University of Peloponnese 186 35.8
Sport Organization and Management,
. . 19 3.7
University of Peloponnese
Nurs.lng, Natlonal and Kapodistrian 134 5 8
Department of Uplversny of Athens . .
<udies Agriculture, Technological Institute of 85 16.3
Peloponnese
Nursing, Post-graduate, National and 58 11.2
Kapodistrian University of Athens
Financial, Post-graduate, Technological
. 38 7.3
Institute of Peloponnese

www.internationaljournalofcaringsciences.org



International Journal of Caring Sciences January — April 2020 Volume 13due 1| Page 302

The values for internal consistency of the RTCSlovakia, Greece and the United Kingdom) of
scale as a whole as well as of the subscales,ths cross-cultural study (Oreg et al., 2008). These
measured by Cronbach's alpha coefficient, weresults, which provide adequate evidence for the
found satisfactory. The alpha coefficient for thetructure validity of the scale, come in line with
full RTC scale was .80, when for the subscaldbe ones reported on other studies (Oreg et al.,
ranged from .70 to .79. All Cronbach's alph&008; Arciniega & Gonzalez, 2009).
coefficients are thoroughly presented in Table 2Contrariwise, Stewart et al. (2009) concluded

Correlations among the personality measurég"’lt the four-factor model was no good fit.

were assessed. Pearson’s correlations coefficielt$th regard to the results revealed from the
between the overall RTC scale and the fouPearson’s correlation coefficients, significant
subscales were found positive, ranging from .Sdtercorrelations were found among the four
to .74. Respectively, intercorrelations ofsubscales, as expected. The highest correlations
subscales showed positive values ranging fromere encountered among emotional reaction and
.09 to .52. Correlations between RTC and RT6&hort-term focus subscales, and the lowest
subscales with SES, RSES, LOC and IPIP scalbstween cognitive rigidity and the other three
showed low to moderate significantsubscales; just as Oreg (2003) found and
relationships. All intercorrelations are thoroughhArciniega & Gonzéalez (2009) confirmed. These
presented in Table 2. high intercorrelations should not be overlooked,
as they indicate the existence of a general
tendency to resistance change, i.e. the trait of
This study examined the reliability and validitydispositional resistance to change. Moreover,
of the RTC scale in a Greek sample. Theorrelations between the RTC and the measures
questionnaire’s internal consistency was foungsed to verify some aspects of convergent
satisfactory for the overall scale as well as fofalidity, i.e. RSES, GSE, IPC LOC and IPIP,
each of the four factors. What is more, thehowed that the relationships between the
structural validity and the convergent validity ofinvestigated variables were found in the right

the scale were verified. The results providgirection and with weak, yet meaningful,
adequate support that the RTC scale is a use§igjnificance.

and valid instrument to use in a Greek context.

Discussion

The theoretical conceptualization of resistance to
To begin with, all Cronbach’s alphas were ovethange being positive  correlated  with
the widely accepted limit of .70 (Nunnally & conservative values and negative correlated with
Bernstein, 1994), while the overall Cronbach’gpenness values was confirmed. In particular, the
alpha of the scale was 0.80. These results a#fationships between the resistance and these
consistent with the ones reported on other studififeasures indicated, among others, that people
(e.g. Campbell, 2006; Lamm & Gordon, 2010iith high self-esteem and high self-efficacy are
Carlstrom & Ekman, 2012; Michel, Todnem Byless likely to have a disposition towards

& Burnes, 2013; Pajo& Gunaru, 2017). resistance to change. On the other hand, people

The exploratory factor analysis revealed a goo§f0 are less stable emotionally, less cultured,
structure of the four principal dimensions, i.ee thMore introspective, or less affable are more
four factors: routine seeking, emotional reactiorlkely 1o always have the tendency to resist
short-term  focus, cognitive rigidity. Thechange. Furthermore,  people  who —are
confirmatory factor analysis that followed &motionally gtable are less Ilke_ly to experience
revealed, as indicated by the fit indices, a goott"®SS and discomfort from an imposed change.
fit to the empirical data both for the four-factorISO, people with intellectual growth tend to be
scale model (thus confirmed that all items loadeterested in the long-term benefits which may
significantly on their respective factors), as weffis€ from an imposed change and are more
as for the first-order factors loading to a secondikely to seek a change in order to get out ofrthei
order factor (thus validated the trait of generdPutine.  The  variations  observed in
disposition to resist change); therefore scalel§tércorrelations among RTC subscales and
measurement equivalence was established. Rgrsonality traits that share a similar conceptual
exception was observed in the cognitive rigiditff@mework  advocate  of ,the need for
factor, a finding that is also encountered intgiscrimination among the scale’s four factors.

other studies, e.g. in 3 of the 17 countries
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While the results offer several implications, it idPersonality traits impose a need for personalized
assumed that certain methodological limitationassessment.

that are a part of most organizational ang. o . : : :
behavioral research should be taken into accouﬁt'.Spos't'Onal resistance to chang_e s a trait which
Authors of self-report surveys in today's resear n be used as a toql fpr revealing what need's to
are expected to report on Common Metho e done. Characteristics such as open mind,

Variance (CMV, i.e. variance that is attributed téeadlness for trying something new, love for

the measurement method rather than tHSéerrises, flexibility and adaptability offer a gte
dvantage when it comes to change management.

constructs of interest), as it raises red ﬂag%ased on foresiaht. nothing is certain. Instead. a
regarding potential artificially inflated 'ght, Ing | n. ’

relationships among variables (Podsakoff et alrgliab_le tool, efficient at recog_nizing a.‘” that
2003). On this ground, ex ante (during thg‘lent!oned above,_ as yvell as f[he'lr opposites, may
experiment's design) and ex post (post h ontribute to possibilities flourishing.

statistical tests) approaches were carried out in he findings of this research supported the

attempted to mitigate common method biaélalidity and the reliability of the RTC scale in a
During survey’s design, a composition of Scalegrzsﬁgt:r?(;dai/ha?;ﬁikR'l(i(():ntsi)glle Igﬁrﬁgof’ Stgfe |
holding different anchors was chosen in order §0§qu for thv(\al assessment of the dis osit?onallj
knock out the risk for systematic influence o sistance to change and contributg 0 the
responses coming from a reduced cognitivree 9

effort for the respondent due to an overuse gFeratu_re of the_ RtTC tl)elr?g a useful tool for
similar Likert scale response anchors (Podsakorﬁanagmg organizational change.
et al., 2003). For example, resistance waicknowledgments

evaluated on a Likert scale from 1 (stronglyrhe authors would especially like to thank
disagree) to 6 (strongly agree), but self-esteepyofessor Shaul Oreg for his critical commentary

used a reversed scale, i.e. from 1 (strongly agreg) 5 previous version of this manuscript.
to 4 (strongly disagree), and locus of control did

not even used a Likert form; instead it required References
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Table 2. Internal consistencies, means, standard deviasindsntercorrelation matrix for the key variables

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 Means SD Cronbach’sa
1 | Self-Esteem - 2.1 0.43 .81
2 | Self-Efficacy 42 - 2.9 0.39 .79
3 | Internal_LOC -31 -31 - 25 048 .56
4 | Powerful Others_LOC 24 %2 04 - 36 0.8 72
5 | Chance LOC 25 .fo .09 -53 - 33 052 61
6 | Consientiousness_IPIP 18 .17 P13-12 -10 - 3.71 0.83 .89
7 | Emotional Stability IPIF .25 .19 —06 -21 -1f .12 - 2.84 0.74 .82
8 | Intellect_IPIP 33 50 .37 -15 -13 20 -83 - 3.90 0.53 .76
9 | Agreeableness_IPIP —05.09 .27 -20 -14 34 —D2 .35 - 416 0.57 .80
10 | Extraversion_IPIP 39 27 27 -22 -23—.0801° .48 .24 - 342 071 .83
11| RTC -12 e84 -1 19 15 -85 -14 -17 -17 -26 - 3.05 0.58 .80
12 | Routine Seeking -14 -15 -19 21 .15 21185 -26 -26 -28 .72 - 250 0.71 71
13| Emotional Reaction -15 -3i0-10¢ .14 17 .09 -26 —08 -02 -18 .71 .36 - 3.49 0.88 .70
14 | Short-term Focus -24 -14 -15 .18 .18 —.09.21 -22 -18 -27 .74 45 52 - 2.83 0.86 .75
15| Cognitive Rigidity 17 25 1 89 -6 20 .12 ©7 -B2 0O 54 17 .16 09 - 350 1.01 79

LOC: Multidimensional Locus of Control, IPIP: Intetional Personality Item Pool, RTC: Resistanc€hange

All values were <0.001, unless otherwise indicagedh-value < 0.01, b: p-value < 0.05.

Correlations larger than .05 are striked-through.
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